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Editorial: Media overdrive 


Paul Garner 


The last few months have seen the British media go into overdrive with their 
coverage of the creationism issue. This has been prompted by the continuing 
controversy about what should or should not be taught in state schools, as 
well as the widely-reported discovery of Tikfaalik, a fossil creature hailed as 

a ‘missing link’ between fish and land animals. Some of the stories that have 
been making the headlines are featured in our ‘Creation in the News’ section. 


In all of this we can be thankful that opportunities have arisen for BCS to make 
a contribution to the developing debate. These opportunities are invaluable 
because there are still so many misconceived ideas circulating about what 
creationists actually believe. Despite our best efforts at education, some critics 
apparently still think creationists believe that dinosaurs didn’t exist (Kelleher 
2006) and that all species were created exactly as we see them today (Wright 
2006)! 


In particular, Sylvia Baker, member of the BCS Committee and author of the 
best-selling publication Bone of Contention, has been busy giving media 
interviews. These have included appearances on BBC Radio Four, where Sylvia 
was able to respond to the anti-creationist rhetoric of Professor Steve Jones, 
and on UCB Radio, where Sylvia was in debate with theistic evolutionist Dr 
Denis Alexander. Sylvia was also interviewed by 7he Independent newspaper 
and was able to make some cogent points about creationism and the 
encouraging results from the world of Christian education (Walker 2006). As 
the former head of Trinity Christian School in Stalybridge, Cheshire, Sylvia said: 
“Our pupils have gone on to A-level science and taken biology and other 
science degrees very successfully. Those who go on to do science degrees 
have been appalled by the ignorance of the mainstream school students as to 
the [evolution/creationism] debate. Scientists have embargoed that debate in 
secular schools. But in Christian schools the debate is taught. | hope that will 
spread. It’s galling to be thought of as flat-earthers, when creationists have put 
far more thought into the philosophical debate than evolutionists have.” 


Corrections to Origins 42 


Despite our best efforts at proof-reading and fact-checking, we find 
that human errors still creep in! Please accept our apologies for the 
following mistakes in Origins 42. 


]. Page 7. The correct spelling of the author's name is Stephen Lloyd (not 
Steven Lloyd). 


2. Page 11. The top picture is not a “honey bee” as labeled, but a hoverfly of 
the genus Frisfalis. An excellent example of mimicry design! Thank you to 
Andrew Jackson for pointing this out to us. 


3. Page 23. The review of D.N. Samuel's book Without Excuse: A Vindication of 
the Argument from Design was written by Ray Trainer, not Colin Reeves. 


And in June 2006, Dr lan Fuller, formerly at the 
University of Northumbria and now a senior lecturer 
in physical geography at Massey University, New 
Zealand, was invited to write an opinion piece on 
why he is a young-earth creationist in The Times 
Higher Educational Supplement (Fuller, 2006). We are 
pleased to be able to reprint his article in this issue. 


Hopefully you will find much else to engage your 
interest and stimulate your thinking within these 
pages. We have articles on topics ranging from bird 
flu to polar bears, reports from recent meetings, 

as well as some helpful Bible exposition from 

one of our Vice-Presidents, Geoff Thomas. Do 
remember that we welcome article submissions and 
contributions to our letters page from all our readers. 
e 
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Articles 


Creation in the news ] 5 
A round-up of the latest news stories from across 

the globe — from the discovery of a new ‘missing 

link’ to the structure of the early universe to a 

Kurdish family described as an ‘evolutionary 

throwback’ because they walk on all fours. We've 

got it covered. 


Science of Earth’s birth not set in stone 
lan Fuller 


A lecturer in physical geography at a New r + 
Zealand university, lan Fuller believes the world 
was created in six days, a few thousand years 
ago. In this article, reprinted from The Times 
Higher Educational Supplement, he explains how 
he came to his views and argues for greater ] 9 
debate on origin theories. 


Polar bears ... one of a (created) kind 
David J. Tyler 


Many evolutionary biologists regard hybrids as 

trivial and uninteresting. But hybrids can provide 

evidence of great importance for understanding 

the Genesis kinds. This article considers the lessons 20 
we can learn from a polar bear-grizzly bear hybrid, 

recently discovered in the Canadian Arctic. 


Tribute to Dr Henry M. Morris, Jr (1918-2006) 
David J. Tyler 


Earlier this year, Dr Henry Morris, creationist 
pioneer, prolific author and President Emeritus 
of the Institute for Creation Research, went to be 
with the Lord. We remember the life and work of 
this tireless man of God who rightly deserves the 
epithet of ‘the father of modern creationism’. 


Bird flu and a good God 
J. H. John Peet 


Is bird flu an example of ‘evolution in action’? 

John Peet shows that what we know about 25 
the origin of the H5N1 virus is consistent with 

the biblical account of creation and the curse. ie 
‘Good’ viruses can become ‘bad’ by mutation of 
the viral gene or by that of the host preventing 
its normal function. 


Contents 


Popular Issue: August 2006 


In the beginning God 
Geoff Thomas 


A masterly exposition of Genesis 1:1 from 

the Minister of Alfred Place Baptist Church in 
Aberystwyth. The first ten words of the Bible strike 
at the heart of atheism and secular humanism by 
enthroning God as rightful king of the universe. 

If we truly believe this grand opening statement 
of Scripture then we will have little difficulty in 
accepting the remainder of God's Word. 


Meetings 


Meeting report - Has biology eliminated God? 
Ray Trainer 


A report of a helpful lecture given by Alister McGrath, 
Professor of Historical Theology at Oxford University, 
in which he vigorously countered the strident 
assertions of arch-atheist Richard Dawkins that 
modern science makes belief in God unnecessary. 


Ministry report - 
Tom and Paula Vail’s visit to the UK 
Diana Panes 


In March and April 2006, Tom Vail, Colorado 
River-Guide and author of the controversial book 
Grand Canyon: A Different View was in the UK for 
a speaking tour, offering a creationist perspective 
on one of the world’s greatest geological wonders. 
Diana Panes tells how she and her husband, 
Anthony, came to extend an invitation fo Tom to 
visit England and shares with us the encouraging 
response to Tom's presentations. 


Video review 


Unlocking the Mystery of Life 


Letters 


“the word”: your correspondence 


Biology and the Curse (1) by Martin Down 
Biology and the Curse (2) by Peter F. Willett 
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B. Creation in the news 


Humanist urges bishops to speak up for evolution 


The success of the creationist movement in the UK has led a 
member of the Leicester Secular Society to call upon Church of 
England bishops to speak up for evolution. George Jelliss said this 
was essential if the Church wanted to continue playing a role in 
the education of the nation’s children. He seemed especially upset 
by the large attendances at the Leicester Creation Conferences in 
2002 and 2005. Paul Garner and John Peet of the Biblical Creation 
Society were speakers at the second of these conferences, which 
was organized by a group of evangelical churches in the city. @ 


Source: Jelliss, G. (2006). Bishops should speak up about Darwin’s truth. The Leicester Mercury, 
February. 


Hat-trick for Emmanuel College 


Emmanuel College in Gateshead, which has attracted criticism 
for presenting students with both creationist and evolutionist 
perspectives in the classroom, has again been rated “outstanding” 
by Ofsted school inspectors. This makes it one of only twelve 
secondary schools in the country to have achieved three 
consecutive top ratings. Emmanuel head Jonathan Winch said: 
“Visitors to college often ask what our secret is and inspectors 
pretty much put their finger on it when they wrote: ‘the specific 
Christian ethos of the college ensures that students’ spiritual, 
moral, social and cultural development lies at the heart of all that 
it does.” The school, which opened in 1990, is sponsored by the 
Emmanuel Schools Foundation, chaired by Sir Peter Vardy. @ 


Source: BBC News, http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/education/4946222.stm 


Creationism to have a place in new science curriculum 


Creationism will be included for the first time in a new GCSE 
biology syllabus to be launched in September 2006. The ‘Gateway 
to Science’ curriculum, produced by the OCR exam board, 

will ask teachers to “explain that the fossil record has been 
interpreted differently over time (e.g. creationist interpretation).” 
The exam board said that students needed to understand the 
social and historical context to scientific ideas both before and 
after the introduction of Darwin’s theory of evolution. However, a 
spokesman stressed that the board did not regard creationism 
or intelligent design as scientific theories. This was not sufficient 
to head off criticism from some quarters. James Williams, science 
course leader at Sussex University’s school of education, said: 
“This opens a legitimate gate for the inclusion of creationism or 
intelligent design in science classes as if they were legitimate 
theories on a par with evolution fact and theory.” @ 


Source: BBC News, http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/education/4793198.stm 


Archbishop says ‘stop teaching creationism’ 


In March 2006 the Archbishop of Canterbury, Rowan Williams, 
waded into the growing controversy over the teaching of 
creationism in schools. In an interview with The Guardian 
newspaper, he said, “I think creationism is, in a sense, a kind 

of category mistake, as if the Bible were a theory like other 
theories.” When asked whether creationism should be taught in 
schools, he replied: “| don’t think it should, actually ... My worry is 
creationism can end up reducing the doctrine of creation rather 
than enhancing it.” @ 


Source: The Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/religion/Story/0,,1735730,00.html 


New ‘missing link’ between fish and land animals 


A newly-described fossil from the Canadian Arctic has been hailed 
as a ‘missing link’ between fish and land animals. 7iktaalik roseae 
has fins with fin rays and a body covered in scales — but also a 
flat, crocodile-like head with eyes positioned on top. The fin is said 
to consist of a shoulder, an elbow and a primitive wrist. Professor 
Jenny Clack of the University of Cambridge said that the find could 
prove to be as much an “evolutionary icon” as Archaeopteryx, 

the creature said to bridge the gap between reptiles and birds. 
For a creationist perspective on the fossils said to document the 
‘fish-tetrapod’ transition, see Garner, P. (2003). The fossil record of 
‘early’ tetrapods: evidence of a major evolutionary transition? 7, 
17(2):111-117. http://www.answersingenesis.org/ti/v17/i2/tetrapod. 
asp @ 


Source: Daeschler, E.B., Shubin, N.H., Jenkins, FA. (2006). A Devonian tetrapod-like fish and the 
evolution of the tetrapod body plan. Nature, 440:757-763. 


Upon your belly you shall go ... 


A fossil snake with “robust hindlimbs” has been described in a 
recent edition of Nature. The creature also has a sacral region 
that would have allowed the limbs to articulate with the backbone 
— a feature never before seen in a snake. Najash rionegrina 

from Patagonia is said to be the most primitive member of its 
group yet known and to suggest that snakes were originally 
burrowing creatures. lts discovery may help to shed light on the 
morphological changes that took place in snakes as a result of the 
biblical curse (Genesis 3:14-15). @ 


Source: Apesteguia, S., Zaher, H. (2006). A Cretaceous terrestrial snake with robust hindlimbs and 
asacrum. Nature, 440:1037-1040. 


Hybridization in snakes 


Many snake species have the potential to hybridize, even though 
they are geographically isolated in the wild. This is the conclusion 
of a literature survey by biologist Tom Hennigan published in the 
December 2005 Creation Research Society Quarterly. The ability 
to hybridize is one of the criteria used by creation biologists to 


determine whether two organisms belong to the same created 
kind or baramin. Further research, Hennigan says, may help us 
determine whether all snakes came from an original pair or from 
two or more original pairs. @ 


Source: Hennigan, T. (2005). An initial investigation into the baraminology of snakes: 
Order - Squamata, Suborder Serpentes. Creation Research Society Quarterly, 42(3):153-160. 


Grown-up galaxies in the early universe 


A multinational team of astronomers has carried out the first 
thorough UV-infrared investigation of galaxies so distant that the 
scientists believe they are observing them at a time when the 
universe was less than half its current age. One surprising result 
of the survey is that most of the galaxies sampled turned out 

to be spiral galaxies. Until now, distant galaxies were believed 
to be mainly interacting galaxies, with irregular and complex 
shapes. However, these galaxies have regular shapes, similar 
to present-day galaxies like our own Milky Way. This adds to the 
growing evidence that the early universe had an appearance of 
maturity — something which is difficult to explain with conventional 
cosmological models, including the Big Bang. @ 


Source: Science Daily, http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2006/03/060309073627.htm 


Sophisticated ‘Stone Age’ 


Flint handaxes unearthed at Cuxton in Kent demonstrate that 
Palaeolithic (‘Old Stone Age’) people were more sophisticated than 
most scientists have assumed. The tools, said to be 250,000 years 
old, display workmanship of a kind not previously associated with 
this period. The largest of the tools was probably used to butcher 
prey including rhino, elephants, deer and aurochs (an extinct 

type of cattle). Dr Francis Wenban-Smith of the Centre for the 
Archaeology of Human Origins at the University of Southampton 
said that the tools indicated advanced cognition and behaviour 

in those that made them. “To my mind,” he said, “this helps prove 
that these people were not so far away from us as some would 
think and also that they were probably using language.” @ 


Source: BBC News, http://news.bbc.co.uk/T/hi/sci/tech/5098748.stm 


Who made the Laetoli footprints? 


For many years, conventional wisdom has been that 
Australopithecus afarensis — represented by the famous ‘Lucy’ 
fossil — was the upright-walking ‘ape-man’ that left the ‘three 
million-year-old’ Laetoli footprints discovered by Mary Leakey 

in Tanzania. Although the fossil tracks are indistinguishable 

from those made by habitually-barefoot modern humans, their 
conventional age was thought to rule out human beings as 

the culprit. Instead, afarensis was identified as the track-maker 
because there were fossils of the right age and the reconstructed 
afarensis foot was arched and compatible with the Laetoli prints. 
However, doubts about these conclusions have now been raised 
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by two researchers who have claimed that the reconstruction of 
the afarensis foot is in fact based on a patchwork of bones from 
two fossil collections — some from ‘3.2 million-year-old’ afarensis 
and some from ‘1.8-million-year-old’ Homo habilis. And one 

of the bones used to determine whether the foot was arched 

— the navicular bone — is actually from habilis, not afarensis. 
Interestingly, the measurements of the habilis navicular bone fall 
within the modern human range — consistent with the creationist 
proposal that at least some of the habilis fossils are truly human 
and belong to descendants of Adam. @ 


Source: Wong, K. (2005). Footprints to fill: flat feet and doubts about makers of the Laetoli tracks. 
Scientific American, August, pp.18-19. 


http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?chanID=sa006&collD=5 &articlelD=0005C9B3-03AE- 
12D8-BDFD83414B7F0000 


Kurdish family claimed to be ‘evolutionary throwbacks’ 


Controversy has surrounded reports from southeastern Turkey 
about a Kurdish family who walk around on all fours. Two sisters 
and a brother have only ever walked on their hands and feet, 
while another sister and brother occasionally manage to walk 
upright. The siblings are also mentally retarded as a result of 

an underdevelopment of the brain which affects balance and 
coordination. Dr Stefan Mundlos, professor of genetics at the 

Max Planck Institute in Leipzig, found that all the affected family 
members have a mutated gene 17p on chromosome 17. He 
claimed that this defect had caused another, more primitive, 
chromosome to be activated — one that caused our ancestors to 
walk on all fours. However, a sixth sibling shares the mutation and 
the brain damage, yet walks upright. To his credit, Steve Jones, 
professor of genetics at University College, London, questioned the 
‘throwback’ theory: “You cannot say that because people walk on 
all fours they must represent a link fo the apes.” @ 


Source: BBC News, http://news.bbc.co.uk/T/hi/4782492.stm?ls 


Doubts about ‘Giant Impact’ origin for Moon 


Most evolutionary scientists believe that the Moon was formed 
from material that was blasted off the Earth by the impact of 
another huge object billions of years ago. This is called ‘the 

giant impact theory’. However, in a recent article, geologist Joe 
McCall has expressed his doubts about the popular theory. He 
writes: “Despite the Giant Impact hypothesis’s popularity with 
astrophysicists, | am left with the suspicion that the Moon accreted 
like other satellites, without an extraordinary event in the very 
narrow time window before its oldest surface rocks were formed. 
| myself have a short time window in front of me as a mid- 
octogenarian, but | suspect that better answers than the Giant 
Impact will emerge after | am gone from this planet.” Of course, 
the mystery is solved in Genesis 1:16 which informs us that the 
Moon was made directly by God on the fourth day of the creation 
week. @ 


Source: McCall J. (2006). Impact factor. Geoscientist, 16(2):8-9. 
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lan Ful 





How could a geologist possibly believe in a young earth thousands, not 
billions, of years old? Paradoxically, | came to consider this alternative 
creationist paradigm while using radiometric dating to investigate processes 
that nominally occurred over 200,000 years, for my PhD at the University of 
Wales, Aberystwyth. 


There were two reasons to question the old-earth paradigm. First was personal 
belief. | became convinced through reading the Bible and understanding that, 
as originally written, it is the infallible word of God. So | came to believe that 
God created all things in six days because that is what He says in Genesis 1. 


The second reason was science. Don't spill your coffee. Yes, | said science. 
True science is underpinned by observation. But in earth science, the problem 





The Earth from space. © NASA. 


’ Science of earth’s birth not set in stone 


with the past is that it cannot be directly observed. 
We ‘observe’ it by looking at the evidence preserved 
for us, and this is open to interpretation according 
to the observer's perspective. The observer does 
not make his or her observations in a vacuum, but 
is conditioned by his or her world-view, experience 
and education — in short, by his or her ‘faith’, which 
is normally the dominant naturalistic paradigm. 


Scientists observe evidence and propose a 
hypothesis that says something of how we look 
at the world. But that basic understanding can 
change. For instance, the way the landscape was 


understood in the early 20" century is different from our understanding today. 
Then, uniformitarianism was de rigueur. Now we understand the landscape 
to be more a product of extreme events. The creationist perspective is simply 
another way of interpreting the evidence, and it is as scientific as any other. As 
such, creationist scientists ought not be dismissed out of hand as advocates 
of antiscience, but rather engaged in open debate. This should especially be 
the case in the context of higher education, where discussion of alternative 
hypotheses and perspectives are surely the substance of pedagogy. 


Understanding a six-day creation does not mean the date of creation week 
can be precisely tied down. But it does not allow the possibility of an ‘old earth’. 
| wrestled with the dilemma of how | might continue my research if | thought 

it was wrong. | decided to finish the work and wrote it up using mainstream 
earth science epistemology. Within that framework it is not wrong as such, 
although it does contradict my own personal beliefs and understanding. 


Since that time | have had to separate my personal views from the current 
theories underpinning earth science. Our understanding of earth science is 
never absolute. Indeed, it is always ‘evolving’ and | fully expect my research to 
become obsolete in due course. But my creationist beliefs are not subject to 
such transitory change. In fact, | believe that the more we understand about the 
nature of the earth system, the closer we will come to recognising the reality of 
creation, though admittedly probably not in my lifetime. 


Fundamentally, | believe the geological record strongly suggests rapid periods 
of deposition, often catastrophic in nature. The ultimate catastrophe recorded in 
the Bible was the Flood described in Genesis 6. 


There is, inevitably, discussion among creationist scientists as to the timing of 
the pre-Flood/post-Flood boundary in the geological column. As in any area of 
science, there is debate about how to interpret the available evidence. Nothing 
is set in stone, if you excuse the pun. 


My colleagues at Northumbria University, where | was a lecturer in physical 
geography for seven years, thought | was potty but there was no animosity 
and even some openness to discussion. The focus of my current research 

at Massey University is now contemporary process geomorphology, which 
reduces the tension between my personal beliefs and current scientific 
epistemology. When | teach aspects of earth history that require an old-earth 
perspective, | make it clear to my students that this is one interpretation of the 
available evidence. 


| strongly believe that creationist arguments should be heard and discussed 
alongside not only the old-earth perspective but also evolutionary theory. Belief 
in evolution requires as much faith as belief in creation. Both are theories on 
origin. Both make a priori assumptions that pervade their interpretation of 
evidence. If evolutionary theory is unassailable, why are its protagonists so 
concerned? Perhaps their angst is underlain by a realisation that evolution is 

a theory, not a fact. In a true scientific paradigm, it should be open to scrutiny 
and testing, as should creationist theory. Education ought to be the forum in 
which new ideas and perspectives are openly debated. Neither ‘side’ should 
have anything to hide nor resort to ridicule. Yet discussion of these arguments 
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is hindered by a bad atmosphere: mainstream 
‘science’ refuses to consider the alternative 
hypothesis, as demonstrated in recent outcries 

at the teaching of creation alongside evolution at 
Emmanuel College in Gateshead. | think it is time for 
a change. @ 


Footnote 





1. You can read about Dr Fuller’s research in the following article: Fuller, 1.C. 
(1999). Geochronology in the light. Luminescence dating: a critical review of a 
new technique. Origins, (26):6-8. 


Jan Fuller is senior lecturer in physical geography at Massey University, 
New Zealand. 


This article is reprinted from The Tirnes Higher Educational Supplement (30 June 
2006), with kind permission of the author. 
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B Polar bears ... one ofa (created) kind 


David J. Tyler 


A Grolar or a Pizzly? 


Jim Martell wanted to hunt polar bears. So intense was his enthusiasm that he 
spent $50,000 for a permit, a guide and travel. The hunt took them out on the 
tundra in the northwest territory of Canada. The first bears they saw were far 
away in the distance, so they kept on searching. At last the opportunity came, 
although the polar bear in Jim’s sights looked a bit strange. It did not have 
white fur, but was more of a ‘dirty blond’. Jim got the prey he wanted. 


It was then that problems started. Jim was planning to take the skin back to his 
home in Idaho. But the question was raised whether the bear was actually a 
hybrid between a polar bear and a grizzly. News reached the Department of 
Environment and a wildlife officer came to confiscate the hide. If it was a grizzly, 
Martell could be in trouble as his permit was not for hunting grizzlies! He found 
himself facing a fine of $1,000 or a year in jail. 


DNA tests revealed that the bear was indeed a hybrid between a polar bear 
and a grizzly.'” Local experts have expressed surprise because whilst hybrids 
have previously been reported in zoos, this is probably the first case ever seen in 
the wild. Normally, polar and grizzly bears are adversaries and this keeps them 
at a respectful separation. Furthermore, polar bears mate on ice and grizzlies 
mate on land. So, as a biological phenomenon, this hybrid is a real surprise. 


Foundations in theory 


Biologists have inherited a classification system originally developed by the Swede Carl 
Linnaeus (1707-1778). He devised a hierarchy of descriptive categories. Bears are chordates 
(phylum), they are mammals (class), and they are carnivores (order). These are the higher- 
level categories in the classification scheme. Bears all belong to one family, the Ursidae. 
There are several genera, with each genus having one or more member species. 


Phylum: Chordata 
Class: Mammalia 
Order: Carnivora 
Family: Ursidae 
Genus: Thalarctos 
Species: maritimus 


(The bear family) 


(Polar bear) 


Linnaeus was a creationist who understood God to have created animals and plants to 
reproduce after their kind. In his youth, he thought that the ‘kind’ could be equated with the 
species level of classification, but later in life he recognized that speciation had occurred 
and that the created kind must therefore be represented by a higher level of the hierarchy. 


The polar bear is classified as Thalarctos maritimus and the grizzly is a sub- 
species of the brown bear: Ursus arctos horribilis. The relationship is expressed 
diagrammatically in Figure 1. 


Are species real? Darwin thought not — he envisaged that species were 
just in a state of transition from ancestral to descendant forms. They are 
just snapshots of a continuum. And because everything is in this state of 
transformation, Darwin saw no need to spend any time on defining what a 
‘species’ actually is. 


However, evolutionary biologists today tend to think that there is indeed 
something real and tangible about species. Ernst Mayr, for example, coined the 


Biological Species Concept. In this definition, species 
are groups of actually or potentially interbreeding 
natural populations, which are reproductively 
isolated from other groups. The concept of 
‘reproductive isolation’ is very pronounced: 
theoretical considerations demand that a branching 
event takes place between two populations of 
organisms and that thereafter their genetic histories 
are separate. 


People have known for years that in zoos, hybrids 
have been reported between the brown bear and 
other bear species, including the American black 
bear, the polar bear and the Asiatic black bear. 
Zoos, however, are unnatural places, where animals 
that normally do not have any contact are housed 
together. 


Clearly, for a polar bear (genus Tha/arctos) to 
interbreed naturally with a grizzly (genus Ursus) is 
not just a rare event that can be passed over as 

an anomaly. The fact that it has happened at all 
implies that the Biological Species Concept does 
not accurately represent the real world. Indeed, the 
hybridization data can be interpreted as evidence 
for an essential unity despite diversity. The essential 
unity can be explained in terms of all these species 
belonging to the same created kind. 


In reality, hybridization in nature occurs far more 
frequently than Darwinists have been prepared to 
admit. Whilst most of the documented cases have 
occurred in zoos, there are nevertheless many 
indications of natural hybridization, particularly 

in birds. 


Distinctive bear designs 


At this point, it is worth reminding ourselves how 
different these two species are. The grizzly bear is 
an omnivore with a diet that includes roots, fruits 
and leaves. Its dentition is suitable for crushing 
plant material, with teeth having flat surfaces. It 
has long claws that are adapted for digging. When 
the weather is cold, it retreats into a cave and 
hibernates. It takes several weeks to activate the 
switch between normal and hibernate mode. 


Polar bears are superbly equipped for life in the 
Arctic freezer. Their fur has no pigment, giving 
camouflage in the snow. They have a double layer 
of fur: an undercoat made up of fine white hairs, 
and an outer coat of long guard hairs. These guard 








Ursidae Family 
Thalarctos Ursus Genus 
| aia (i 
maritimus arctos Species 
horribilis Sub-species 


Figure 1. Classification of the polar bear (Tha/arctos maritimus) and the grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) within the 
Linnaean scheme. (The details are subject to change). 


Polar bear mother and cub, Baffin Bay, Canadian Arctic. Photo © Peter Van Wagner, www.istockphoto.com. 
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hairs are hollow; helping to promote buoyancy in 
swimming and improving heat insulation. The pelt, 
together with 10 cm of blubber, keeps the animal 
comfortable in the harshest environments. They 

eat seal meat almost exclusively and have an 
extraordinary ability to smell prey from a distance 

of 20 miles. Their long snout and neck allows them 
to probe ice holes and pull out seals. Fluffy paws 
act as snowshoes and short solid claws help grip 
the ice. Partial webbing between the toes helps in 
swimming. They can switch rapidly from alert hunter 
mode to hibernate mode. During the summer, when 
access to seals disappears, the polar bears eat very 
little, slow their heart rate, reduce body temperature, 
stop urinating and stop defecating. Yet, if food is 
found, they seem to be able to turn a switch and get 
back to normal mode in an instant. Their dentition 

is that of a carnivore, with sharp carnassial teeth 

for shearing off meat, and canine teeth that are 
long and also sharp. There is a very large stomach 
capacity, to enable them to gorge themselves with 
food when it is plentiful. 


Adaptation by natural selection? 


According to Darwinism, these differences are 

the product of natural selection acting on natural 
variations (mutations). Thus, Dr Chris Bartos, who 

is responsible for polar bears at Baltimore zoo, 

is quoted (Angier, 2004) as saying: “They are 
exquisitely adapted for life in one of the harshest 
environments on Earth. They are super-specialized 
members of the bear family, a magnificent example 
of natural selection at work.” 


In Darwin’s model of transformation with branching 
speciation, what we are seeing today is a snapshot 
in time of two populations that have diverged 

from a common ancestor that lived during the 
Quaternary glaciations. Since the grizzly is a sub- 
species of Ursus arctos, the implication is that further 
branchings have taken place after the polar bear/ 
brown bear separation. 


The Darwinian gradual transformation model has 
received a severe knock from evidences of stasis 
(stability) that typically characterize species. Such 
evidences have been gathered by advocates of 

the theory of Punctuated Equilibrium (PE). The fossil 
record does not bear witness to slow transformation 
over time, but rather to sudden appearance, and 
then relatively minor tweaking of shape and size 
prior to extinction. The architects of PE were Stephen 
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Jay Gould and Niles Eldredge who brought the issue to the fore in 1972. They 
specifically contrasted Darwin's vision of gradual ‘stately unfolding’ with their 
own perspective of long periods of stability of form, punctuated here and 
there by rapid speciation events in isolated sub-populations. Whereas natural 
selection acting on natural variations was Darwin‘s mechanism for his theory 
of transformation, it is (according to PE) applicable only to the periods of stasis. 
Some other mechanisms must be involved to explain rapid speciation. 


Is this relevant to the bear family? The answer would appear to be ‘yes’. The 
limited fossil record shows stasis of different bear species, and we are now 
getting DNA studies of preserved soft tissues that strengthen this conclusion. 
Thus, Barnes ef a/(2002) say: “The major phylo-geographic changes occurred 
35-21 ka B.P. /fhousand years before presenti, before the glacial maximum, 
and little change is observed after this time.” Matheus ef a/(2004) looked at the 
mitochondrial DNA in the bones of a brown bear reputed to be 26,000 years 
old and found it similar to that of brown bears today. 


So, if PE applies to the bear family, it is not appropriate to attribute adaptation 
to natural selection acting on natural variations. Some other mechanisms must 
have been involved. Furthermore, if hybridization occurs between a polar bear 
and a grizzly, the speciation that has occurred in the past has not overprinted 
the reproductive pathway that is still shared by both species. Add to this the 
other documented hybrids involving bear species and the picture gets really 
interesting. 


Biology creation-style 


It is at this point that a creationist perspective on biological variation becomes 
a welcome breath of fresh air. Creationists do not set out to explain the origin 


‘ 
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of complexity by the action of natural processes. 
Rather, they recognize the hand of our Creator in 
designing animals and plants to reproduce “after 
their kind” (Genesis 1:26). Certainly, since the time 

of Linnaeus, creation-orientated biologists have 
generally recognized that the ability to adapt to 
different environments has been an ingredient in the 
created order. So the challenge is to explain today’s 
species as descendants of the original created kinds. 
Research has led, at least for animals, to locating 
the ‘created kind’ typically at the family level of 
classification (Scherer, 1993). This implies, in the case 
of bears, that the Ursidae species are all descended 
from one created kind represented by two animals 
on the Ark. The evidence for this has been discussed 
previously by the author (Tyler, 1997). 


Hybrids, instead of being anomalies of no great 
significance, become very important evidences of 
kinship: the ability to reproduce “after their kind”. 
This is true whether the hybrids are fertile or infertile, 
or even if the developing embryo proves not to be 
viable. Polar bears can hybridize with brown bears 
because both these species belong to the same kind 
and are descended from a common ancestor. 


The rapidity with which specialized adaptations 
occurred after the Flood is a consequence of created 





Grizzly mother with her cub standing in a river filled with red salmon, Katmai National Park, Alaska. Photo © Vera Bogaerts, www.istockphoto.com. 


complexity. We can infer that God created the kinds 
with adaptation in mind. This is becoming more 
widely discussed. At the 2006 Creation Biology 
Study Group Conference, Sanders presented a 
paper suggesting that adaptive radiations can be 
considered an inevitable consequence of created 
complexity, triggered by the opportunities provided 
after the devastation of the Flood to fill and replenish 
the Earth. 


Postscript 


And, by the way, Jim Martell received the hybrid 
hide back and took it home with him to Idaho. It is a 
hunter's trophy with a message. “He who has ears 
to hear, let him hear” (Matthew 8:9). @ 


Footnotes 





1. Strange bear was grizzly-polar hybrid, tests show. CBC News, 10" May 
2006. http://www.cbc.ca/story/canada/national/2006/05/10/pizzly-grolar- 
bear.html 


2. Hunter shoots grolar bear — or was it a pizzly? CBC News, 27" April 2006. 
http://www.cbc.ca/story/canada/national/2006/04/26/polar-bear-060426.html 
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David J. Tyler 


Henry Morris had two outstanding careers. The first was as an academic, 
becoming head of a large department of civil engineering at Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute and author of an influential textbook on hydraulics. Then, 
at age 52, he launched out to found the Institute for Creation Research (ICR) in 
California. His tireless activities in speaking, writing and leadership continued 
right up to his death on 25" February 2006. 


He became a Christian in his early twenties, having commenced working 
life as a hydraulic engineer. He quickly realised there were some significant 
weaknesses in the apologetics of his day. In general, Christians had come to 
terms with Darwinism and were interpreting Genesis to avoid the charge of 
conflict. In 1946 he wrote a tract, his first, on this subject. 


Seven years later, he met up with John Whitcomb, a theology professor. This led 
to them co-authoring The Genesis Flood in 1961, which revived and re-launched 
creationism in the USA and which has been enormously influential around 

the world. The book set out biblical and theological reasons for affirming the 
historicity of Genesis 1-11; it critiqued geology to show that alternative ways of 
understanding geological evidences were not only reasonable but essential; 
and it developed an alternative understanding of Earth history giving priority to 
Noah’s Flood. 


Two years later, Morris became one of the founding members of the Creation 
Research Society (CRS). The vision was to create a forum for publishing works 
of scholarship consistent with the biblical history of origins. | joined CRS in 1970, 
when Henry Morris was President of the society, and am one of many around 
the world who have been blessed by his writings and godly influence. 


1970 was also when Henry Morris left the world of hydraulic engineering to 
devote his energies to building up creationism. Under his leadership, ICR 
became the flagship for creationism in the US and its influence extended 
throughout the world. Each year bore witness to the stream of books from 
his pen, lectures and debates in the US and overseas, and building up the 
teaching programme at ICR. As time passed, research projects were initiated 
and scholars from many disciplines became involved with the work. 


One of the most frequently-heard testimonials of Henry Morris concerns his 
Christian character. Though embroiled in controversy, he never denigrated 
those who opposed him. He had great warmth of heart and won people by 
the gracious way he sought to help them grapple with questions. He never 
lost sight of the fact that origins issues are important because of the way they 
relate to the gospel. He was supremely a disciple and servant of Jesus Christ. 
A friend writes: “I just arrived home after attending the memorial service of 
Henry Morris. It was one of the more joyful services of that type that | have 
ever attended with not a tear shed and lots of pleasant memories of a full and 
productive life.” @ 


This article is reprinted from Evangelical Times (April 2006), with kind permission 
of the editors. Readers can obtain more information by writing to Evangelical 
Times, Faverdale North, Darlington DL3 OPH. Telephone: 01325-380232. 

Fax: 01325-466153. Email: Office@evangelicaltimes.org. Website: htio://www. 
evangelicaltimes.org. 





& Tribute to Dr Henry M. Morris, Jr (1918-2006) 
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Dr Henry M. Morris, Jr 


HENRY M.MoRRis 


What they said: 


“Henry Morris spent the duration of 
his life tenaciously fighting for the 
supremacy and spread of God's 
Word. Let that be creationism'’s 
continuing legacy.” 


KURT P. WISE, DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR ORIGINS RESEARCH 
AND EDUCATION, BRYAN COLLEGE, DAYTON, TENNESSEE 





“Henry Morris was one of my heroes 
of the faith. He is the man the 

Lord raised up as the father of the 
modern creationist movement.” 

KEN HAM, PRESIDENT, ANSWERS IN GENESIS-USA 


“He had an enormous influence. 
He literally set the terms of the 
debate for the second half of the 
twentieth century.” 


EDWARD J. LARSON, AUTHOR OF EVOLUTION: 
THE REMARKABLE HISTORY OF A SCIENTIFIC THEORY 


“Henry Morris was the most 
important creationist of the twentieth 
century, much more so than William 
Jennings Bryan.” 


EUGENIE C. SCOTT, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CENTER FOR 
SCIENCE EDUCATION, OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 


“Henry Morris was untailingly polite, 
a real gentleman and a person 
who was a sincere and committed 
Christian.” 


KENNETH R. MILLER, PROFESSOR OF BIOLOGY, 
BROWN UNIVERSITY, PROVIDENCE, RHODE ISLAND 





& Bird Flu and a good God 


J. H. John Peet 


Politicians, scientists, farmers and others have been concerned about the 
possible progress of Avian Influenza (H5N1) from Eastern Asia to Europe. 
Migratory waterfowl are the natural reservoir for the virus, but domestic poultry 
are especially susceptible to epidemics of it. It can be transmitted between 
farms by mechanical means. Stringent sanitary measures can reduce the risk 
of infection and spread. 


Concerns are not only of it affecting our poultry, but the possibility of it crossing 
the genetic barrier and affecting humans. This is effected by a mixing and re- 
assortment of genes (antigenic shift) in the host. In this situation, there can be a 
genetic exchange between the avian and human influenza viruses, making the 
avian form more accessible to humans. Basically, viruses consist of a capsule 
carrying a genetic strand with which they infect a host cell. 


This exchange occurs when two varieties of a virus infect the same host cell. 
When this happens, the genes can be mixed and are then transferred into 

a recombined virus. Some forms of flu virus can infect birds and pigs, while 
another may infect pigs and humans. So, if the bird and human forms meet in 
a pig, the recombined bird virus may now be able to infect humans. This does 
not involve making new genes; it is simply a redistribution of existing genetic 
material. It is not, therefore, an example of evolution as normally defined. The 
new version of the virus is given a modified label by scientists, which reflects 
its origins. 


We do know, of course, that viruses can also undergo mutations. Typically, 
these may originate from errors in copying the genes. The influenza virus is 
very prone to this since the genetic material in the virus is in the form of a single 
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Poultry farm chicken. Photo © Photoxchange. 
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strand of RNA instead of DNA. The transcription 
process for RNA is not so accurate as that in DNA. 
In the latter case, there are two complementary 
strands, and each strand acts as a template for 
checking the copy. A previous article in Origins 
described one aspect of the ‘proof-reading’ process 
(Peet, 2006). Since RNA is single-stranded, there is 
not this information back-up. 


Some mutations change the shape of the proteins 
on the viral surface. As a result, the infected host 
may not recognise the nature of the invader which 
can afflict the victim until the immune system is able 
to take over. 


Bad bugs? 


There is another underlying problem for the Bible 
believer. It is aptly summed up in the title of a talk by 
the Australian creationist, John Mackay (2004), ‘Did 
a Good God Make Bad Bugs?’ (see also Bergman, 
1999). The problem is obviously far wider than that 
presented by the bird flu. 


It is generally assumed that viruses are of 
themselves bad and so questions arise as to their 
origin. Viruses are parasitic but for a beneficial 
reason. They carry genetic material which can be 
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Avian influenza H5N1. Illustration © www.istockphoto.com. 


transferred to cellular life such as bacteria, so helping them adapt to a new 

or changed environment. The virus has been described as a “remarkable 
mechanism for the exchange of genetic material’. Holmes (1996) said, “viruses 
have shaped the entire structure of the ecosystem.” 


They also depend on the host cell to duplicate the genetic material, so they 
have no reason to kill the cell! They control bacterial growth and can be used 
as a treatment for bacterial diseases. By their action, they can aid survival 

of bacteria (again, bacteria are not of themselves bad: we depend on good 
bacteria) and maintaining ecological balance. 


One scientist, S. Morse, wrote that by humans “disrupting the established 
ecological order, people inadvertently encouraged the adaptation of a ‘weed’ 
species that more often than not brought them fever and misery” (Creager ef a/, 
1990, p.18). 


For example, there has been a lot of publicity about the methicillin-resistant 
Staphylococcus aureus (MRSA) bug in our hospitals. In fact, it has been around 
for decades and about 40% of the population are carriers. The hospitals, of 
course, are populated with the sick (and so vulnerable) and the antibiotic 
treatments have killed off other bacteria, allowing the MRSA bug to dominate. It 
has become clear that the cause of its spread has been poor hygiene, but one 
way of treatment may be to use a bacteriophage (one form of a virus) to attack 
the bacterium. Viruses are an ideal means of transporting healthy genes to 
‘infect’ damaged cells in gene therapy. 


Good viruses can become bad by mutation of the viral gene or by that 
of the host preventing its normal function. It can move across barriers 


between genera as a result of bad environmental 
management by man. That is a failure by mankind 
to heed the creation mandate to care for God's 
creation. @ 
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“In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth. Now the earth 

was formless and empty, darkness was over the surface of the deep, and 

the Spirit of God was hovering over the waters. And God said, ‘Let there be 
light,’ and there was light. God saw that the light was good, and he separated 
the light from the darkness. God called the light ‘day’, and the darkness he 
called ‘night.’ And there was evening, and there was morning - the first day.” 
Genesis 1:1-5 (NIV 


The Bible begins with God and so we must begin with him, always. When 
a child is born, or when someone we love is sick or dying, when prayers 
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are answered or if there are mysterious delays; 
when the world rises up against us and when 

all our dreams are shattered; in the light of every 
providence we should stand back from them all 
and respond first of all by seeking God and his 
kingdom. Back of all, above all, before all is the God 
of Genesis 1. First in our thoughts; first in rank and 
station and power is the God of the Bible before 
whom we are like specks of dust on his eternal 
vision. He is the Almighty One, the self-existent One, 


Columns of cool interstellar hydrogen gas and dust in M16, the Eagle Nebula. © Jeff Hester and Paul Scowen (Arizona State University) and NASA. Courtesy of the National Space Science Data Center. 
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the One who gives being to everything else, all things existing by him and 
through him and for him, the only one worthy to receive glory and power and 
honour (Romans 11:36; Revelation 4:11). He has created all things and for his 
honour and delight they were created. 


Every soul belongs to God and exists by his pleasure, God being who and 
what he is, and we being who and what we are. The only conceivable relation 
between God and us is one of sovereign lordship on his part and whole- 
hearted submission on ours. We owe God every honour that there is in our 
power to give him. Our everlasting grief will lie in giving him anything less. 
Throughout our brief lifetime we who are Christians will make it our duty to 
bring every thought into captivity to him, and conform our whole being to his 
purity (1 Corinthians 10:5; Romans 12:1-3). We shall spend our moments and our 
days freely exalting this living God. We will give him his proper place over us. 


‘In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth.” With these words 
the Scriptures begin. God is both the subject and the author of all that follows. 
He is responsible for everything, both seen and unseen. These ten English 
words in verse one - translating just seven Hebrew words — are a kind of 
formal introduction to the work of creation. This opening sentence tells us 
four things: 


1. It was in the beginning that God created everything 


When everything else began, God was already there. Time and space and 
dimensions and matter all commenced, but God did not commence. He is 

the unbegun one, the un-originated one. Everything else of which we have 

had any experience had a beginning. There is nothing that exists that did not 
have an origin; all things can be traced back to Genesis 1:1. This is the ultimate 
explanation of the beginning of everything, of all creatures great and small. The 
Creator, however, is different from every other kind of being. He never began. 
We can compare him to nothing at all. He is su/ generis, and in the beginning 
he gave to everything else form and substance, structure and life. It follows that 
our world’s history had a starting point. In other words, its history is linear not 
cyclical. This first verse of the Bible is saying, “The beginning of time and space 
and matter came about in this way, ‘God created the heavens and the earth’.” 
And if it had a beginning will it not also have an ending? 


We are told nothing about the origin of God. The child asks, “If God made us, 
who made God?” and he smiles at himself for being so smart, but nothing 

at all created God. The living God is without beginning or end of days; he 

is from eternity to eternity. He himself had no cause; he has no birthday, 

and he depends on no one and on nothing; he is self-sufficient. Notice that 
there is no family tree, no divine genealogies spelled out in the first chapter 

of Genesis. The reason we take this for granted is either because we have 

a Christian biblical mind or because we live in a culture still shaped by a 
Christian worldview. But that was not the case with the cultures and civilisations 
surrounding Israel. Their gods went back and back, not to a beginning but 

to perpetual relationships. There were lengthy family trees of gods and 
goddesses, with feuds and power struggles between them. Gods stole the 
wives and daughters of other gods, and gave birth to yet other gods, but it was 
not like this with the God of the Bible. He is the eternal self-existent one, before 
everything else was there was God alone, Father, Son and Holy Spirit. He was 
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the God who made men in his image and likeness; he spoke to the patriarchs 
and redeemed Israel from Egypt. He became their Father and Saviour; he 
would send them a Messiah. This is the God who in the beginning acted and 
made everything, the Covenant Lord of Israel who at a specific time was solely 
responsible for creating the whole universe. 


2. God by himself alone created everything 


God devised the world and its entire engineering was his alone. Both the plan 
and the making of the universe was his. There was nothing and nobody else 
making any suggestions to him, let alone helping him. There was God alone 
purposing, designing and finally when he had set everything in motion the 
human race within God's creation began. That was it. God said to Job, “Where 
were you when | laid the foundation of the world?” (Job 38:4). Job was absent 
as were we all. God did it because he chose to do it. 


The common name for God is e/ohim, and it is the masculine plural form of 
the Hebrew e/ and it means ‘strength’, and ‘might.’ Although the noun ‘God’ is 
plural in the original language the verb ‘created’ is singular. So right from the 
beginning there is the suggestion that there is more than singularity in God. 
There is with-ness in the Godhead. We flood Genesis chapter one with the light 
of John chapter one, where the first three verses echo our text and amplify it 

in this way, “In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and 
the Word was God. He was with God in the beginning. Through him all things 
were made; without him nothing was made that has been made.” Here in 
Genesis 1:2 we are told, “the Spirit of God was hovering over the waters.” Here 
is the God who speaks in verse 26 and says, “Let us make man in our image.” 
He is one God yet existing in three persons. The Father, the Word, and the Spirit 
together are solely responsible for creating all things. Here is also a personal 
God; one who speaks, and loves, and is compassionate. He is the one who 
makes himself known like this, “I am the God of Abraham.” 


God created the heavens and the earth. Whenever this word ‘created’ is found 
in the Bible, in both Old and New Testaments — | believe that it is found some 
fifty times — then God himself is the one creating; he is always the subject 
preceding the verb ‘create’, in every single case. The word is never used of an 
action of men. Man cannot create; the power to create is an incommunicable 
attribute of God. God alone can create out of nothing. Out of nothing comes 
nothing, but when God acts in the beginning, addressing this nothingness, the 
heavens and the earth are born. Someone has said that “God stepped from 
behind the curtain of nowhere, and stood on the platform of nothing, 

and spoke a universe into existence”. 


3. Everything else was created by God 


There was nothing at all before Genesis 1:1 except God. There wasn’t even 

a single proton. A proton is an infinitesimal part of an atom. A proton is so 
small that in the dot on top of the letter ‘i’ on this page could be gathered 
something like five hundred thousand million protons — just in that dot. Some 
men imagine a billionth of a proton and then calll it ‘a singularity’. Now there 
are those who say that in the beginning that singularity was all there was. 
There was no space, no darkness, no dimensions. There was no time. There 
was just this speck in the beginning, and then one day it exploded, so some 
claim, in ‘a big bang’ and that made the universe. In that speck was Mozart, 
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and Einstein, and Hitler, and Leonardo da Vinci, 

and Shakespeare, and Jesus of Nazareth. In that 
speck was love and patience and forgiveness and 
hatred. ‘In the beginning was the speck’ reads the 
contemporary message but the Bible says that in the 
beginning there was nothing whatsoever. There was 
God alone, and everything that man has discovered, 
all that is known, and all that is as yet unknown, 
was made by God. No speck is eternal; no speck 
was there in the beginning, and every speck there 

is was made by God. Today there is not a single 
proton in the entire universe that can speak up and 
claim, “| at least was not made by God.” Rather, the 
Lord God made them all. The Hebrew Bible has no 
word for ‘universe’ or ‘cosmos’ it simply talks of, “the 
heavens and the earth” and that embraces all there 
is everywhere whether you go out and out, or down 
and down, or in and in. Outer space as well as all 
that is in this world, everything in heaven itself and 
everything on, under and above the earth — all were 
created by God. 


4. This earth was the special focus of God's 
creation 


That is what these opening words emphasize by 
the structure of the sentence, that “in the beginning 
God created the heavens and especially the earth" 
That is the meaning of the opening words of the 
Bible. We have all been made aware that our earth, 
considered in terms of size, is an average-sized 
planet encircling the sun. The earth is dwarfed by 
the size of four other planets, Jupiter, Saturn, Uranus 
and Neptune, which are all gas giants. Neptune is 
in fact 318 times bigger than planet earth, and yet it 
is the earth that is the focus of God's attention. Then 
consider our sun which belongs to one great galaxy 
of similar suns, and this galaxy is called, of course, 
the Milky Way. Nobody knows how many stars or 
suns there are in the Milky Way; estimates range 
from sixty billion to perhaps four hundred billion 
stars. The Hubble telescope has so far detected 80 
billion other galaxies in the universe. So it is not a 
hyperbole to compare the number of planets in the 
universe to the number of grains of sand on the 
seashore. Yet Genesis 1:1 says that in the beginning 
God created the heavens and that especially he 
created the earth. God's interest was focused on our 
world and its inhabitants, the man and the woman 
and their descendants whom he made in his own 
image. The rest of Genesis 1 and the remainder of 
the Bible concentrates on this unique planet of ours, 
the only living people in the whole universe, as far 
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as we know. Scripture sees the rest of the cosmos as the backcloth to men and 
women who inhabit a divinely-created world which has been planned, and 
tested, and spoken to and visited by God's angels and by God the Son. 


Such an earth-centred view of reality is deplored by some well-known 
intellectuals today. Carl Sagan, the American astronomer who consistently 
opposed the Christian view of creation, was interviewed a decade ago on the 
US TV programme Dateline by Ted Koppel. That interview was recorded only 

a few days before Sagan’s death, though Sagan had no idea that he had less 
than a week to live. At the end of the interview Koppel asked him if he had any 
closing remarks, any words of wisdom he would like to share with the viewers 
and this is what he said: “We live on a hunk of rock and metal that circles a 
humdrum star that is one of 400 billion other stars that make up the Milky Way 
galaxy which is one of billions of other galaxies which make up the universe 
which may be one of a very large number, perhaps an infinite number of 
other universes. That is a perspective on human life and our culture that is 
well worth pondering.” Those were his closing despairing words. What these 
words are saying is that we and our earth are nothing much. However, if we 
say God specially designed and made us human beings and the earth we live 
on amongst all the billions of stars in the universe, then we will have a very 
different outlook on life. We will say that our life does matfer in the sight of God 
the Creator and we had better know him and do his will. 


Millions take seriously and reverently stories to the effect that aliens have come 
to this earth from other planets. These are the stock-in-trade of science fiction 
writing of the last hundred years. These aliens are alleged to have built the 
pyramids in Egypt, made crop circles in Wiltshire, frightened sheep farmers in 
Snowdonia and so on. People who believe stories like these will never consider 
the claims of Genesis 1 or of Jesus of Nazareth. What is the explanation for 

this seemingly irrational behaviour? It is that people without God feel terribly 
alone in this immense universe. They are afraid because they have no hope; 
they reject our divine Saviour and they search for companionship in mythical 
spacemen. But there is no reliable evidence that any other living creatures exist 
in the entire universe except for ourselves on this planet. The nearest planet 
that might have the conditions to support life, which is outside our solar system 
but still within the Milky Way, is 200 light-years away. Light travels at 186,000 
miles a second; two seconds and we have reached the moon, and yet it would 
take two whole centuries of time-travelling at that speed to reach the nearest 
planet outside the solar system which might have oxygen and water and 
‘friendly’ gravity. 


Genesis 1 and the Word of God 


If we are searching for a reason for our existence — and we should — and the 
explanation for mankind's incredible achievements, his spirit of self-sacrifice 
and creativity, and also for why the world is in the sad and sorry state it is in, 
then we must read the opening chapters of Genesis. The New Testament is 
fascinated with the book of Genesis. It refers to it about 200 times and half of 
those references are to the first eleven chapters of Genesis. The Lord Jesus 
Christ quoted or referred to each of the first seven chapters of Genesis. 


So these then are the inexhaustible ten words with which the Bible begins, the 
most widely-read words in all literature. If we really believe that they are truth 


then | think we will have little difficulty in believing 
the rest of God’s Word. These words mark the end 
of atheism; “God was in the beginning,” they affirm. 
They deny the polytheism of Hinduism and its many 
gods. They stand against the pantheism of the 

New Age movement, a movement which makes 
everything that we see around us to be god. They 
are a death-blow to the theory of dualism, that there 
are two gods, one good and one evil, perpetually at 
war with one another. These words challenge the 
secular humanism of today because they enthrone 
God as King of the universe and not man. The God 
of Genesis 1 is the living and eternal God, so let us 
worship and adore him; let us make it our chief end 
“to glorify him and enjoy him for ever’. @ 


© Geoff Thomas, March 2006. 

This article, abridged by Charles Whitworth, is reprinted from The Banner of 
Truth website with the kind permission of the author: 

http://www. banneroftruth.org/pages/home.php. 
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-{. Meeting report — Has Biology Eliminated God? 


Report by Ray Trainer 


On 8" May this year, seventy or 
so people crowded into a small 
church hall in north Oxford to 
attend a local meeting organized 
by the ‘Christians in Science’ 
group. The speaker was Alister 
McGrath, Professor of Historical 
Theology at Oxford University, and author of Dawkins’ God: Genes, Viemes, 
and the Meaning of Life (Blackwell, 2004). The full title of his talk was: ‘Has 
Biology Eliminated God? Richard Dawkins, Daniel Dennett, and the Meaning 
of Life’. 


Monday 8" May 2006 
Professor Alister McGrath, Oxford 


Professor McGrath is an exceptionally able speaker: easy on the ear, lucid 

in his reasoning, and, above all, penetrating and relevant in his analysis 

of current issues. The over-arching aim of his presentation was simple: to 
counter the vigorous assertion by Richard Dawkins — himself Charles Simonyi 
Professor of the Public Understanding of Science at Oxford University — that 
modern science makes belief in God unnecessary. However, though the aim 
was straightforward, the approach that Alister McGrath took was to respond to 
Dawkins on multiple fronts. 


First, McGrath showed us that religion and science, properly understood, are 
not in conflict with each other. One telling quote he used was from the late 
Stephen Jay Gould, one of America’s foremost twentieth-century evolutionary 
biologists: “To say it for all my colleagues and for the umpteenth million time 
(from college bull sessions to learned treatises): science simply cannot (by its 
legitimate methods) adjudicate the issue of God's possible superintendence 
of nature. We neither affirm nor deny it; we simply can’t comment on it as 
scientists.” 


Secondly, McGrath exposed to us Richard Dawkins’ misconception of what 
faith is. For Dawkins, faith simply means blind trust even in the teeth of the 

evidence. But this is ‘a straw man’ and McGrath ably showed that Dawkins’ 
understanding here is flawed. 


Thirdly, McGrath spent much time working through Dawkins’ rather quirky 
theory of ‘memes’.' The main problem with this theory, apart from having no 
supporting evidence, is that it equally applies to atheism as it does to religious 
belief! 


Fourthly, McGrath tackled the serious question of whether religion actually 
impoverishes our appreciation of the natural world. For Richard Dawkins, “the 
universe presented by organized religions is a poky little medieval universe, 
and extremely limited.” At this point Professor McGrath was masterful in 
showing to us that belief in God in no way diminishes our sense of wonder 
at the created universe in which we live. In fact, for the Christian, there is an 
additional wonder because the creation itself bears glorious witness to its 
Creator (Psalm 19:1). 


Fifthly and finally, McGrath looked at the current hot topic of whether ‘religion 
is a bad thing’. This was the subject of Richard Dawkins’ recent Channel 4 
television series, The Root of All Evil? \t will also be the subject of his soon-to-be- 


published book, The God Delusion. Again, McGrath 
ably showed the error of Dawkins’ views. To quote 
Professor McGrath: “The real truth is that beliefs 
(religious or atheist) can make people do some very 
good and very bad things.” More fundamentally, 
McGrath also showed that Dawkins’ reasoning is 
faulty. Richard Dawkins asserts (rightly), “science has 
no methods for deciding what is ethical”. But if this 
is true, asks McGrath, “how do we determine that 
religion is ‘bad’ empirically?” 


This was an excellent meeting: Alister McGrath 
deserves our thanks for the efforts he has gone to 
in publicly raising some weighty and compelling 
arguments against the aggressive and populist 
atheism of Richard Dawkins. It is to be hoped that 
one day Alister McGrath and Richard Dawkins will 
face each other in public debate! @ 


Footnote 





1. Ameme, as defined by Richard Dawkins in The Selfish Gene (1976) is “a 
unit of cultural transmission, or a unit of imitation.” He elaborates: “Examples 
of memes are tunes, ideas, catch-phrases, clothes fashions, ways of making 
pots or of building arches. Just as genes propagate themselves in the gene 
pool by leaping from body to body via sperms or eggs, so memes propagate 
themselves in the meme pool by leaping from brain to brain via a process 
which, in the broad sense, can be called imitation.” 


Ray Trainer has a Research MSc in Pure 
Mathematics from the University of Liverpool and 
subsequently worked in various capacities for IBM, 
both in the UK and the USA, for over 20 years. He 
and his wife, Sharon, live in Warwickshire and Ray is 
currently Assistant Pastor of Emmanuel Evangelical 
Church, Leamington Spa. 
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-{. Ministry report — Tom and Paula Vail’s visit to the UK 


Report by Diana Panes 


St Peter's Place, Stourfield 


Drifting downstream on a baking 
March - April 2006 August afternoon during the 

summer of 2004, and enjoying 
the magnificent vista of the Grand 
Canyon scenery around us with 
the green Colorado beneath us, 
we could be forgiven for being 

in mellow mood and somewhat off our guard. “Tom, you must come over to 

England ... we could fix up a speaking tour for you,” | heard myself saying. 

“Okay,” came Tom’s immediate reply ... he is a man of few words. 





Tom Vail, Colorado River-Guide and author of Grand Canyon: A Different 
View, featured during a talk given by Dr Andrew Snelling, who was touring 
the country with Philip Johnson, founder of the Intelligent Design movement, 
giving lectures under the title, ‘Darwin Reconsidered’ in 2004. Dr Snelling is 
an Associate Professor of Geology with the Institute for Creation Research, 
and when he takes a research trip to the Grand Canyon, Tom Vail is the one 
to convey him safely through the numerous rapids and complexities of the 
Colorado. Many years ago, we had been invited to join friends on a rafting 
trip, but we had declined, as the children would have been too small to 
accompany us. However, seeing Andrew's slides of the Grand Canyon, and 
sensing what a marvellous experience it would be for our three teenagers 
to travel with Canyon Ministries, and to hear Tom‘s perspective on how that 
magnificent place came to be, we started to pray in earnest about joining a trip 
the following summer. 


Imagine our surprise on arrival at Las Vegas, to find that our particular trip had 
also been chosen by Jodi Wilgoren (now Rudoren) a correspondent who writes 
for The New York Times! A frisson went round the room as Tom informed the 
thirty-odd would-be adventurers that they would be invited to answer questions 
by Jodi, though of course they were quite at liberty to refuse if they wished. 
Actually, as it turned out, fo everyone's credit, not least Jodi’s, her presence 
simply enriched the trip. Her integrity and sensitivity won respect from day one, 
her questions were honest and incisive but always intelligent, and the party 
was sorry to part with her, on day four, to join Eugenie Scott's rafting party. Dr 
Eugenie Scott has been a vociferous champion of Darwinian evolution, since 


the 1960s, to great effect, especially in the realm of 
education. 


The object of the exercise was to write a balanced 
article intended for the front page. The New York 
Times is following the creation/evolution debate 
which is, of course, big news in the States. Jodi’s 
attention had been drawn to Tom, along with a lot 
of media interest, because his controversial book 
had hit the best-seller’s list in the Canyon bookshops 
following its publication the previous year, causing 

a furore and surviving attempts by two major 
scientific bodies to have it banned. It is still on sale 
today, and is headed towards 50,000 copies sold. If 
anyone would like to trace the article Jodi submitted, 
together with the audio/slideshow that accompanies 
it, they can be viewed on Tom and Paula’s website: 
www.canyonministries.com. 


GRAND Canyon 





Tom Vail's controversial book 


There was a certain irony in the fact that having 
spent several days examining the merits of 

‘the catastrophic flood model’ in providing an 
explanation for the origin of the Grand Canyon, 
Jodi was then whisked off to New Orleans to cover 
Hurricane Katrina, then onto Louisiana to record 
the devastation caused there by Hurricane Rita. As 
a result, the publication of the article was delayed 
and ended up coinciding with the Feast of Trumpets 
and Jewish New Year, the week during which 
orthodox believers celebrate the anniversary of 
Creation (2006-5766)! Perhaps it meant something 
to that particular community living in New York, to 
hear that there are Christians who have grasped 
the significance of the words of Jesus, “If you do 
not believe what Moses wrote, how will you believe 
what | say?” John 5:47) — i.e. the historical accounts 
of the Creation, the Fall and the Flood, as well as 
the moral and spiritual instruction contained in the 
Pentateuch (Exodus 20:8-11). Jews who are serious 
about their faith would find it very hard to recognise 
a Messiah whose followers do not endorse that 


which is recorded by Moses (Genesis 2:4). How potentially tragic that grafted- 
in Gentiles have largely ignored the Hebraic mindset expressed in the Mosaic 
writings, especially with regard to the history of the Earth. 


On 21* March 2006 Tom and Paula Vail arrived in Wimborne, Dorset, ready to 
embark on eight days of speaking engagements on a route that took us up the 
spine of England as far as Yorkshire, via London. 


There was quite a buzz of excitement as the venues filled. Tom‘s beautiful 
slides of the stunning Marble Canyon and Grand Canyon, many of which were 
images marvellously captured by photographer, Charlie Heavenrich in Grand 
Canyon: A Different View, had people enthralled and asking lots of questions 
afterwards. Tom Vail has been rafting the Colorado since 1982, and spoke 
with the authority of someone who knows his subject really well. He chose 

to speak on “Does the Message of the Grand Canyon Uphold Scripture?” A 
bold title, and we were delighted that among the even bolder churches and 
organizations which invited Tom to speak were the Reverend David Daley of 
St.Cuthbert’s, Chitts Hill N22, and Mr Danny Stupple, lay leader at St Thomas’, 
Fair Oak in Hampshire. They are to be especially commended because it is all 
too rare that a venture like this finds support from Anglican leaders. Heartfelt 
thanks to David and Danny and indeed to all those who tirelessly advertised 
and organized superb evening events which proved an eye-opener to many. 
Sincere thanks as well to Howard Conder of Revelation TV, who conducted a 
first-rate interview at very short notice, and also to Dave Rose who interviewed 
Tom during the rush hour via live telephone link from David Daley's study! 








View from the south rim of Grand Canyon. Photo © Paul Garner. 
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Tom's testimony is especially powerful as nobody 
can sensibly accuse him of being bigoted, narrow- 
minded or brain-washed by a fundamentalist 
upbringing, a criticism often levelled at Christians 
who reject the theory of evolution. His experience of 
‘religion’ as a child had ceased at the age of seven, 
when his father left the church. He explained to his 
listeners how for his first eleven years as a river- 
guide, he had taught the uniformitarian model with 
regard to the origins of the Canyon. He shared how 
his scepticism had grown the more he viewed the 
evidence and studied the theory. The two just didn’t 
add up. There is plenty of time to think floating that 
288-mile journey between rapids! He described to 
us how he had about reached the point at which 
he found ‘the slow deposition of particles over eons’ 
theory pretty implausible, when he met Paula. Tom 
is great to listen to because he is able to combine 
the explanation of technical, geological data with the 
human story of a man’s search for Truth. Incidentally, 
while you are perusing Canyon Ministries’ website, 
do look up the marvellous story of how he and 
Paula were brought together. Tom puts it far better 
than | could. On the first evening of the UK tour, 

the proceedings were enhanced by Paula’s sweet 
rendition of a song written to introduce the theme 
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Fossil nautiloid shell in Blacktail Canyon. Photo © Tom Vail. 


of God's grandeur and glory in creation. Sadly, we were to be deprived of a 
repeat of that pleasure for the rest of the week as she succumbed to a nasty 
cold and sore throat shortly after arriving in England. She was, however, 
amazingly good company throughout the tour in spite of feeling rotten and 
having little voice! 


We started the tour in earnest at Fair Oak, in Hampshire, where Tom's message 
was tremendously warmly received. It was clear that a number there were 
thinking, for the first time, about the Genesis Flood and its historical significance 
in geological terms. 


Pastor Colin Dye’s team welcomed us to the Kensington Temple Bible School, 
at Hangar Lane, where Tom's presentation provoked a roomful of questions, 
and much interest at the bookstall. There were around fifty-seven students from 
almost as many countries and it was fascinating to note how their attention 
was gripped from the outset. Many were delighted and surprised to discover 
the strength and validity of the case to be made for attributing the formation 

of the Grand Canyon, with its fossil record, to the Great Flood of Noah’s day, 
and with the associated catastrophes brought on by the subsequent ice age. 
Tom illustrated eight specific pieces of evidence from a geological standpoint to 
support his verdict concerning the history of the Canyon. Students were clearly 
struck by a wealth of evidence which points to a rapid laying-down of the rock 
layers and the fossils through the huge force of catastrophic volumes of water. 
Many had never been exposed to an alternative to ‘the slow deposition of 
particles over eons of time’ theory. Students were able to evaluate the evidence 
for themselves. Some expressed amazement as they were encouraged to 
evaluate evidence that flies in the face of the media, both TV and press, which 
endorse the prevailing consensus which assumes Darwinian evolution to be 
proven fact. This cross-section of students from around the globe testified to the 
extent to which western society has been led to believe that there are merely 
philosophical objections to the theory of evolution and, throughout the tour, 
people clearly found Tom's apologetics approach most refreshing and indeed, 
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in some cases, liberating. He presented a summary of both the uniformitarian 
model and the catastrophic model, with reference to fossils and the famous 
rock layers. The latter provides much more satisfactory explanations, e.g. the 
existence of the gigantic populations of nautiloids, their orientations indicating 
that they were caught up in a swift westward or south-westward sediment 
flow. In some locations as many as 25% of these creatures are standing 
perpendicular to the bedding with the pointed ends downward. These upright 
nautiloids indicate that rapid sedimentation abruptly captured the shell at 
different angles. That bodies were occupying the shells at the time of burial 

is implied by shell fragmentation patterns consistent with implosions; their 
collapse due to rapid compression. 


For many of us, Tom's explanation of the ‘how’ and the ‘when’ of the Canyon’‘s 
origins was completely new. 


“The creationist's view of the carving of the Canyon is that it took place after, 
or possibly during, the receding of the Flood. As the floodwaters drew back, 
they likely took with them much of the sediment that was initially laid down. 
Although there wasn’t anyone there to witness the event, one theory is that as 
the waters receded, some very large land-locked lakes were left just north and 
east of the Canyon area behind natural dams formed by the Kaibab Upwarp. 
These lakes eventually breached those dams, causing a flood that carved out 
the Canyon in a series of catastrophic events, a carving that took but a few 
days, not millions of years. Some reject the breached dam theory, suggesting 
instead that the carving was done as part of the receding of the Flood itself.” 
He went on to show maps of the Washington Scablands, and to cite the 
similarities observed at the scene of the Mount St Helens’ eruption on 18" May 
1980. 


“Of great interest was the realization that the results of the Mount St Helens 
eruption that were observed were similar to results of past processes that 
were noftobserved ... By comparing the results of the present processes with 
those of past processes, we can come to some conclusions about the nature 
of those unknown events of the past.” So begins the introduction to Footprints 





Rafting the rapids. Photo © Tom Vail. 
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in the Ash by Dr John Morris and Dr Steven Austin. 
As Tom continued to show us the level of similarity 
in the formation of rock layers, reminding us that 
the Canyon was forty times the size of its miniature 
counterpart, his listeners were beginning to think for 
themselves. 


Tom also drew our attention to the enormous 
questions raised by the absence of erosion between 
the dark-coloured Hermit Shale and the overlying 
Coconino Sandstone as seen throughout the 
Canyon. The existence of the knife-edge contact 
between those two beds argues against the 
passage of long periods of time between their 
depositions. If it weren't for the assumption of 
evolution, these two beds would speak either of 
continuous rapid deposition, or of rapid deposition 
of the Coconino after an episode of ‘shear erosion’. 
In both cases, to quote Dr John Morris, “we're talking 
about a flood on the scale of the Genesis Flood.” 


Another piece of evidence he cited to support the 
conviction that a lot of water had laid down these 
rock layers in a short time (as opposed to the 
uniformitarian model that claims that the layers 
were formed by little amounts of water over long 
ages of time) was that it is fairly obvious that when 
the sedimentary layers were still soft, there was a 
significant amount of shifting in the underlying base 
rock. This is observed, for example, along the fault 
in Carbon Canyon, a dry creek tributary to the Grand 
Canyon. Here, Tom showed slides where the folding 
of rocks had occurred without breaking. As we see 
during earthquakes today, when hard rock is moved 
along a fault, it cracks ... it doesn’t bend! 


Having given several examples of these folding 
phenomena, he added, “In the areas that have not 
been shifted vertically, the sedimentary layers still lie 
relatively horizontal and show essentially no signs 
of any physical erosion or chemical weathering 
between the layers. The evolutionary model says 
that each layer was exposed for millions of years 
before the layer above was deposited. If that were 
true, why don’t we see evidence of erosion? What 
we do see between most of the layers is a very 
clear, distinct, straight line that is unwavering for 
miles.” 


To date, Tom Vail has made that 288-mile trip down- 
river approximately 300 times. 
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The fact that he had rejected the eons theory after years of promoting it as a 
river guide, strengthened the credibility of what he had to say. One evening 
when Tom spoke at Kensington Temple, Notting Hill Gate, about 150 came to 
launch the first of a new series of ‘Science and Technology evenings’ to be held 
there. By this time, we had begun to see a clear pattern of thought emerging in 
the audiences, reflected in the question-and-answer sessions. Throughout the 
week, this part of the presentation was hugely effective. It was noted that the 
question of where the dinosaurs ‘fit into the Bible’ was asked at every meeting, 
and questions about the ice age were almost as popular. Tom’s appraisal of 
the evidence in the Canyon was entirely new to most of his listeners, and was 
evidently entirely at odds with what is being presented almost as proven fact 
in the schools, universities and colleges of this nation. At the very least, here 
was a man presenting a theory that made a lot of sense — something they had 
never been led to expect from a Christian! | wondered how many teachers 
command such an attentive response from their science classes. 


The average church-goer, if there is such a thing, is subject to the same 
influences as the rest of the nation, and when the pervading worldview is 

one that rejects the God of the Bible, there must be room given in believing 
communities to look closely at the challenges and accusations raised. “Be 
ready to give a defence of the hope which is within you” is the exhortation of 
Scripture. Thanks to the readiness of Tom, and others like him, to risk reputation 
and income, thousands are being inspired to do the same. The testimony of 
many we spoke to after this tour, was that their confidence in the Word of God 
had been restored. 


Spectacular folding in Carbon Canyon. Photo © Tom Vail. 





To quote Tom and Paula, “What is the take-home 
message here?” May | suggest it goes something 
like this: 


Preachers often exhort people to believe. In this 

day and age, even believers need answers fo their 
questions, not simply to detect lies and deception for 
their own benefit, but to help others to find truth too. 
We have become so Greco-Roman in our mindset 
that we have perhaps missed out on a rich heritage 
from the rabbinic roots of our Gospel. A rabbi would 
answer a question with another question, and Jesus 
adopted that rabbinic method on many occasions, 
yet so often believers are made to feel it is somehow 
wrong to question, as if questions were indicative 

of unbelief Isn't it more a case of “/ believe, help 

my unbelief!” The Hebraic mindset in biblical times 
was perfectly attuned to learning revealed Truth. 

A disciple believed and questioned, in order to be 
equipped to bring others to an understanding of the 
truth. The question that faces us today is how do we 
helo twenty-first century believers to believe what 
the first century church believed? They still had their 
biblical worldview intact. The apostle Peter knew the 
truth concerning both the origin and destiny of planet 
earth (2 Peter 3) and he recognised Jesus as the 
long awaited Messiah, the personal fulfilment of the 
Law and the Prophets. His grasp and acceptance 

of that revealed truth caused our Lord fo rejoice and 
proclaim, “You are Peter, and upon this rock will | 
build my church!” How do we get to ‘Peter's Place’? 
John 5:47 gives us a vital clue. 


Tom and Paula Vail are two people for whom the 
stakes have been high. But | suspect if you asked 
them if they think it has been worth the sacrifice, 
they will tell you that their vantage point as believers, 
holding a worldview aligned with Scripture, is a 
dynamic and powerful place from which to share 
the message of salvation with people living in the 
twenty-first century. It was an enormous privilege to 
travel with this remarkable couple sharing a unique 
calling that they live out with huge courage. 


The take-home message for me personally? It has 
to echo Tom’s words to his crew and passengers 
whenever it’s time to put on the life-jackets again: 
“Cmon everybody, let's go boatin’!” 


Or perhaps, in the context of trying to reach a lost 
and misled generation, “Con, everybody, let's go 
fishin!’ @ 


© Video review 


Reviewed by Barbara Verrall 


Unlocking the Mystery of Life 
lllustra Media. 2002. 65 minutes. www..illustramedia.com 


This video takes a look at recent ideas concerning the origin 
of life and promotes the theory of intelligent design. 


NiteledINem isla 


STERY 


These ideas are introduced and discussed by a number of 
scientists and philosophers who are, or have been, engaged 
in this area of research. The debates are placed in their 
historical context. This allows an understanding of how an 
increased knowledge of the structure of cells, and how they 
work, has made these later ideas attractive. 





© lilustra Media, 2003. 


Scene series Darwin’s voyage to the Galapagos Islands in 1831 is 


described, and his theory of natural selection is explained 
using the example of the finches he observed there. This leads on to how 
the action of undirected natural forces removes the need for any design, and 
therefore for any designer, to be involved in the origin of living things. 


The commentator describes a meeting of scientists and philosophers, held in 
1993, to discuss evolution and its alternatives. Natural selection is seen as an 
adequate explanation for small alterations within a species, but not for the 
existence of whole complex organisms. 


The complexity of organisms and the cells they comprise was unknown to 
Darwin. The reasons why Darwin’s explanations are not considered sufficient 
to account for this degree of complexity are described using the example of the 
bacterial flagellum. The structure and function of this rapidly rotating whip-like 
structure, used by bacteria as a motor for propulsion, is described using clear 
animated graphics. 


Darwin suggested that complex biological structures must be able to be built 
gradually, each small change conferring some further functional advantage 
that could be acted on, and conserved, by natural selection. This is compared 
with the lack of advantage given by a partially-constructed bacterial flagellum, 
which would tend to be de-selected during the natural selection process. Thus 
the notion of irreducible complexity is introduced. 


Problems with evolutionary theorists’ attempts to explain how this process may 
have occurred are also discussed: such as the inadequacy of the proposal 
that the components of the flagellum were already available because of their 
use in other cellular structures (co-option), and the need for the co-existence of 
specific assembly instructions. Darwin’s own words are quoted to highlight the 
seriousness of the challenge these issues pose to his theory. 


The first section of the presentation is concerned with organisms and the 
complex structures within cells. The second section concentrates on the 
chemistry (the protein and DNA molecules) of cells in relation to the origin of 
life from non-living matter, a subject area about which Darwin had very little 
knowledge. However, later scientists such as Alexander Oparin suggested that 
life could have arisen from simple chemicals. 


This suggestion is challenged, beginning with explanations of how a protein’s 
function relates to its structure, and how proteins are used to form the flagellar 
motor. The structure and function of any given protein is programmed partly 
by the order of the amino acids (the molecular building blocks of proteins), 
each amino acid having its own particular properties. One of the scientists 
featured in the video then speaks about work he had done suggesting that 
this programming system could account for the origins of the first functional 
proteins. 
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However, he himself later doubted this idea, as 

it was realised that DNA was required to encode 
the order of amino acids. So the need is now to 
understand the source of the biological information 
held in DNA. The point is also made that natural 
selection cannot operate before the DNA is present 
within cells. 


The final section of the video presents arguments for 
intelligent design as a credible option for explaining 
biological origins. 


Details are given of how the DNA code is read to 
produce messenger RNA and then how the code, 
now held by the RNA, is read to produce a protein 
(the processes of transcription and translation 
respectively). That amino acid order and property 
are not the only requirement to produce a functional 
protein, is shown by describing how another cellular 
component is required to fold the newly-joined 
amino acids into the working form of the protein. 


The point is made that intelligent design has been 
ruled out as an option before the evidence is 
considered. Design is not allowed as an explanation 
of biology; however this is not the case in other 
disciplines. Work has been done to identify the 
logical criteria for recognition of design. Familiar 
illustrations are given of the proposal that design 
may be inferred if an improbable object or event is 
associated with a recognisable pattern. Following 
the same model, there is inference of design in the 
information contained in DNA, due to there being 

a small probability associated with the existence 

of the specific complex pattern of interlinking 
systems contained in organisms. It is suggested 
that in science three fundamental entities should be 
considered: matter, energy and information. 


Although it is acknowledged that intelligent design 
requires a designer, no specific identification is 
attempted. 


This video gains credibility from the input of experts 
engaged in the areas of study described. The 
familiar illustrations and good graphics make 
concepts easy to understand by those with a non- 
scientific background. 


Cellular processes are far more complex than 
could possibly be covered in a presentation of 
this type. There have also been other theories put 
forward regarding molecular origins. However the 
arguments offered could be extended into other 
areas, and therefore hold true generally. 


As a basic introduction to the challenges to 
evolutionary theory, and the solutions offered by 
intelligent design, this is a very helpful resource. @ 


Dr Barbara Verrall’s doctoral studies were in biochemistry. 
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& “the word”: your correspondence 


Rev. Martin Down, Ashill, Norfolk organisms’ seems to suggest that the Fall gave rise 
to an ‘extra’ creation of little nasties and | am rather 

Thank you for the latest edition of Origins (43). Twice, articles raise the question of | confused as Genesis tells us that God rested after his 

our response to suffering in the natural world. In his editorial, Paul Garner quotes _creative acts. 

David Attenborough’s objection to belief in God along these lines, and Margaret 


Helder raises it again, though not explicitly, in her description of box jellyfish. Not having a scientific education beyond ‘O’ levels, 

| have a problem in appreciating how the amoral 
The existence of suffering has always been the hardest question for Christians world of parasites and thistles that were presumably 
to answer. The editorial says that David Attenborough has simply overlooked the in the ‘original’ creation became the unpleasant 
Fall as the explanation. Of course | agree as a matter of principle or theology, but —_ things that we experience today. Are you able to offer 
| think we still have some hard questions to answer at the empirical level. any suggestions? 


Just as the evolutionists have to work very hard to try to explain the missing 
links between major groups (and of course are unable to do so), so we have 


to work very hard to explain things like the worm that eats the eyeball or the Paul Garner replies: 


nematocysts of the jellyfish. Identifying and explaining the changes that 
occurred as a result of the biblical curse 
We cannot say that they were ‘created’ by Satan in the sense of ex nihilo, is an active area of research for creation 
so what do we say? That they have ‘evolved’ by microevolution from some biologists. Two possibilities are that God 
benevolent creature or organ? That they originally had another more benevolent designed organisms with latent information for 
function in the creation? Crocodiles’ teeth do not look as if they were made for adaptations to survive in the post-curse world 
eating spinach! We have to try and work these questions out in detail as well as or that some kind of degeneration has occurred 
in general. to produce what we see. We will endeavour to 
report the research being done on this subject 
Could some of the contributors to Origins have a go at some examples of this in the pages of our journal (see, for example, 
problem, perhaps starting with Margaret Helder’s poisonous jellyfish? | would our article on the origins of bird flu in this issue), 
be very interested to see some attempts to answer David Attenborough’s basic but in the meantime readers may be interested 
question. in the discussion of ‘biological imperfections’ in 
Wood and Murray's Understanding the Pattern 
Peter F. Willett, Linlithgow, Scotland of Life (2003, pp.154-168). 


Of course, it is not easy for us to envisage 


| enjoyed reading the March issue of Origins. Like many Christians | enjoy what the world was like before the curse — but 


the documentaries by Sir David Attenborough but share your concern about on occasions our study of the natural world 
the worldview he promotes. The quote from the Sydney Morning Herald was provides some intriguing clues. Martin Down 
particularly sad but | was surprised at your comment in response to his mention mentions jellyfish and crocodiles. In 1995, 

of the activities of the parasitic worm. The manifestation of ‘disease-causing scientists reported a fossil crocodile from China 


that had molar-like teeth, suggesting that it 
was herbivorous (Wu ef a/1995). And there 
are jellyfish even today that do not sting to 
catch prey. The Masjig/as jellyfish of the Pacific 
Republic of Palau harvest their own food from 
sunlight using algae that they carry with them 
(McCloskey ef a/1994). @ 
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